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not to be reckoned among subjective vicissitudes. On this principle, identity of idea would be identity of reason; and all rational contemplation of a given object, however distributed or concentrated, would be referable to one universal mind. For this restriction of personality to the senses and imagination there does not appear to be the slightest ground. Nor is it secured by withholding from ideas the name of e modifications of the mind.' For if they are ' objects' thought of by the reason, the reason has not only to hold them, \s\ti. to think of them; and is certainly modified according as it thinks of A, or B, or C1. That the ideas are stationary and eternal does not hinder the attention to them from being shifting and transitory; and so we are re-introduced, within this sacred region, to the personal modifications of consciousness. To claim for the reason an object of thought, yet deny to it a subjective modification, is a contradiction in terms.
Malebranche's process, then, of unifying the Divine and the human reason, makes their coexistence, as rational, impossible: the human resigns its individuality and lapses into the infinite element, like a wave, which seems to be-an advancing body with a horizontal run, but is really but a vertical movement on a stationary deep. The eternal thought is but the totality of these infinite undulations, actual and possible; and has its infinitude and perfection, not in being their other, but in being their AIL This evanescence of particular minds in the universal, unintended by Malebranche, yet the inevitable result of his positions, he would himself acknowledge to be at variance with the primary postulates of all knowledge.
It is hardly needful to show, by applying a corresponding line of reasoning to the active side of our nature, how its individuality also disappears when Malebranche's doctrine is
1 Malebranche himself, in enumerating the modifications of the mind, elsewhere includes ses propres intellections, as Professor Sidgwick has reminded me (Mind, xxxix, p. 432). None the less does his language, cited in the text and often repeated, exclude them. On this point, he is not self-consistent.